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ABSTRACT

The subject of quality accession goals for the Department of the Army and the

Army National Guard remains a debate; this paper explains and recommends

quality goals for Non-Prior Service (NPS) Test Category IV accessions. It

answers the question: Are Test Category IV soldiers "professionally capable"

when compared to soldiers in other test categories?

Department of the Army passes quality accession guidance to the Army

National Guard through the Total Army Accession Plan. This document outlines

the recruiting mission for the fiscal year and prescribes Quality Goals. The

Quality Goals for the beginning of FY 97 were: Quality Goal 1, (high school

graduates or equivalent) 95 percent of all NPS enlistments; Quality Goal 2 (Test

Category I to Test Category IliA) 67 percent of all NPS enlistments; Quality Goal

3, Test Category IV individuals would remain less than 2 percent of all NPS

enlistments. Department of the Army amended Quality Goal 1 after the first

quarter FY 97 to 90 percent of all NPS enlistments.

This paper analyzed attrition, promotion and field survey data for all test

categories to compare and rank the test categories for nine cohort years

(1988-1996).

Summary Conclusion: When comparing Test Category IV soldiers to the other

Test Categories it is clearly evident that Test Category IV soldiers perform better

than most in the areas of retention, promotion and military performance.

According to this study, the general ranking of all Test Categories is I, II, IV, IliA

and IIIB.
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The Army National Guard must increase its chances of accessing good

soldiers who will satisfactorily perform throughout their first term of enlistment by

increasing the Test Category IV cap to the Department of Defense goal of 4

percent. If further study indicates continued solid performance of Test Category

IV soldiers, they should be considered for inclusion in all recruiting incentives and

the cap for Test Category IV NPS accessions should be increased to not more

than 10 percent.
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Executive Summary

The subject of quality accession goals for the Department of the Army and the

Army National Guard remains a debate. This paper attempts to explain and

recommend quality goals for Non-Prior Service (NPS) Test Category IV

accessions.

It will answer the question: Are Test Category IV soldiers "professionally

capable" when compared to soldiers in other test categories? It will also present

recommendations relating to quality accession goals in the Army National Guard.

Department of the Army passes quality accession guidance to the Army

National Guard through the Total Army Accession Plan. This document outlines

the recruiting mission for the fiscal year and prescribes Quality Goals.

Department of Army quality goals for the beginning of FY 97 were: Quality Goal 1,

(high school graduates or equivalent) 95 percent of all NPS enlistments; Quality

Goal 2 (Test Category I to Test Category lilA) 67 percent of all NPS enlistments;

Quality Goal 3, Test Category IV individuals would remain less than 2 percent of

all NPS enlistments. Department of the Army amended Quality Goal 1 after the

first quarter FY 97 to 90 percent of all NPS enlistments.

This paper analyzed attrition, promotion and field survey data to compare and

rank the test categories for nine cohort years. These cohort years are 1988

through 1996. The analysis reviewed Test Category I soldiers through Test

Category IV soldiers for each cohort year.

The field survey was developed and implemented to gather commanders'

evaluation of soldiers performance in all test categories. The survey was
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conducted from February to March 1997 and polled 109 units in 39 states within

the Army National Guard. Ninety five of the surveyed units responded

representing an 87 percent response rate.

Several conclusions were drawn from the analysis of the retention data,

promotion data and field survey data.

Retention: Across all cohort years, Test Category IV soldiers were retained at a

rate higher than Test Category lilA and IIIB, and slightly lower that Test Category

I and II.

Promotion: Test Category IV soldiers are not promoted at a significantly lower

rate than any other soldier in their cohort year (up to the grade of E-4). Data

does suggest Test Category IV soldiers' promotion potential somewhat

diminishes in their eighth year of service, as the majority of their cohort year

achieves the rank of E-5 or E-6.

Field Survey: As a group, Test Category IV soldiers' military performance is as

competitive as other Test Category soldiers. The field survey data indicates Test

Category IV soldiers rank best (overall) in the areas of: Tactical Proficiency, MOS

Qualification, Marksmanship and Military Appearance. This standing is significant

because two of these areas (MOS Qualification and Marksmanship) have

objective standards that are used Army-wide. Only in the area of Reading Skills

did Test Category IV soldiers prove less capable than any other Test Category.

The most surprising was result that Test Category IV soldiers were NEVER rated

fifth overall (behind all other Test Categories) in any rated area.
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Summary Conclusion: When comparing Test Category IV soldiers to the other

Test Categories it is clearly evident that Test Category IV soldiers perform better

than most in the areas of retention, promotion and military performance.

According to this study, the general ranking of all Test Categories is 1, 11, IV, lilA

and IIIB.

The Army National Guard must increase its chances of accessing good

soldiers who will be retained and satisfactorily perform throughout their first term

of enlistment. To do this the Army National Guard must consider increasing the

number of Test Category IV soldiers enlisted by increasing the cap to the

Department of Defense goal of 4 percent. If further study indicates continued

solid performance of Test Category IV soldiers, they should be considered for

inclusion in all recruiting incentives and the cap for Test Category IV NPS

accessions should be increased to not more than 10 percent.
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The subject of quality accession goals for the Department of the Army and

the Army National Guard remains a debate. This paper attempts to explain and

recommend quality goals for Non-Prior Service (NPS) Test Category IV

accessions.

It will answer the question: Are Test Category IV soldiers "professionally

capable" when compared to soldiers in other test categories? It will also present

recommendations relating to quality accession goals for the Army National

Guard.

BACKGROUND

The Army (National Guard) has been concerned with quality, education,

performance and retention of enlisted personnel for over 50 years. Over these

years intellectual capacity or cognitive ability has increasingly served as the

primary measure in this regard (Waters, Laurence & Camara, 1987). In 1940,

the principal requirement for accession was that a recruit be able to understand

simple commands given in the English language (Laurence, Waters, & Perelman,

1982). '

During World War II educational screens (reading level assessments) were

used to test potential enlistees prior to entry into military service; standardized

testing was introduced after World War I1. The initial standard test was primarily

Peter F. Ramsberger and Others, Augmented Selection Criteria for Enlisted Personnel, (HumRRO, FR-

PRD-94-07, 1994) 1.



used to assign job classification. The Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT)

was introduced to the Services in the 1950s. In 1976 the screening and

classification function was consolidated with the introduction of a Joint Service

instrument, Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB). Administered

prior to entry, the ASVAB incorporated the AFQT and other vocational subtests,

for example, general science, mechanical comprehension. These subtests were

configured in various ways to form classification composites, such as general

maintenance, electronics and clerical. 2

The ASVAB has been subjected to many changes and updates, however, it is

still used as the selection and enlistment qualification standard for entry of NPS

applicants into the Army and the Army National Guard.

The Department of Defense (DoD) gauges accession quality by

characterizing applicants' education and mental test categories. Education level

is categorized by Tiers I, II, and Ill. Tier I includes all current and former high

school students who are expected to graduate or have graduated from high

school. Tier I group ranges from high school juniors to doctorate degree holders.

Tier II is comprised of members holding high school equivalency certificates

(GED). The Army National Guard regards Tier II prospects the same as Tier I

prospects, that is, they both are considered to have sufficient high school

credentials for entry. Tier III is comprised of members who have not completed

2 Ramsberger, 1.
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high school or do not hold an equivalence certificate.3 The Army National Guard

does not enlist an individual without high school completion credentials.

As stated previously, the Department of Defense uses the ASVAB to

determine applicants' Test Category which is the principle gauge of quality.

Scores are reported in five broad categories.

Cateqory Percentile

1 93-100

II 65-92

lilA 50-64

IIIB 49-31

IV 31-16

V 00-15

Individual test scores indicate the applicants' national percentile ranking.

Historically and by law, individuals scoring in the last category Test Category V

are ineligible for accession into military service.

The Department of Defense sets quality accession standards for all Services

based on three goals. Quality Goal 1 is for high school diploma graduates,

including applicants with higher level education, high school seniors and current

high school juniors to comprise at least 90 percent of NPS accessions within a

fiscal year. Quality Goal 2 is for those individuals who have tested on the

3 Dr. Jane Arabian, Assistant Director for Enlistment Standards, (Personnel and Readiness), Office of the
Secretary of Defense, personal interview on Enlistment/Accession Quality, Pentagon, Washington, D.C.
29 January 1997
4 Ms. Francis Grafton, Senior Analyst, Army Research Institute, personal interview on ASVAB Testing,
Alexandria, VA., 29 October 1996
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ASVAB and scored in Test Category I through lilA to comprise 60 percent of all

NPS individuals enlisting in a fiscal year. Quality Goal 3 is to enlist no more than

four percent Test Category IV soldiers within a fiscal year 5

The Department of the Army passes further quality accession guidance to the

Army National Guard through the Total Army Accessioning Plan. This document

outlines the recruiting mission for the fiscal year and prescribes the Quality

Goals. Until this year (1997), the Department of Army Quality Goals were:

Quality Goal 1, (high school graduates or equivalent) 95 percent of all NPS

enlistments; Quality Goal 2 (Test Category I to Test Category lilA) 67 percent of

all NPS enlistments; Quality Goal 3, Test Category IV enlistments would remain

less than two percent of all NPS accessions. 6 See Table 1, Department of the

Army Quality Goal History for historical performance.

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY QUALITY GOAL HISTORY

Flscal Year 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96

HSDG 90% 90% 90% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95%

TSC I-III A 63% 62% 63% 67% 67% 67% 67% 67% 67%

TSC IV 10% 7% 4% 4% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%

Table 1 7

According to Lieutenant General Vollrath, Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel,

Department of the Army, Quality Goals 1 and 2 were significantly changed during

5 Arabian, 29 January 1997.

6 Total Army Accession Plan, (FY98-FY 13), undated, Pentagon, Washington, D.C.
7 Major Matthew Gorvin, Personnel Staff Officer, Enlisted Accessions Division, Recruiting Policy,
personal interview on Active Component Quality Goals and Recruiting Policy, Pentagon, Washington,
D.C., 28 January 1997
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the downsizing era with the notion that recruiting a higher quality soldier would

curb attrition. However, during the last five years, first term attrition has actually

increased from 30% to 37% in the active component. 8

It became evident to the Department of the Army in the first quarter of FY97

that the goals established in the Total Army Accessioning Plan were not

achievable. The Active Component was not in a position to achieve their

recruiting mission goals or quality goals. General Vollrath, took a bold step and

modified the Quality Goals for the total Army. Instead of recruiting and accessing

95 percent of high school graduates he lowered the goal to 90 percent. Other

goals were impacted but not adjusted at this time. Department of the Army

recruited a total of four percent Test Category IV individuals in the beginning of

FY97 as compared to the Army National Guard enlisting less than two percent.

At present, Quality Goal 3 remains at two percent or fewer of Test Category IV

NPS accessions for a fiscal year.9

The quality of the Army National Guard NPS accessions is at its all time best.

Of the total FY96 NPS accessions, 82.12 percent were Tier 1 and the

remaining 17.88 percent were Tier I1. All FY 96 NPS accessions were either

high school graduates or possessed an equivalency certificate. In the same

fiscal year, Test Category IV applicants were only 1.96 percent of NPS

8 LTG Frederick Vollrath, Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel, Department of the Army, Remarks at
Personnel Leaders Conference, Columbia, SC, 3 April 1997
9 " Standards Lowered by Army in Effort to Find Manpower", Washington Times, 5 March 1997, p. 10.
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accessions. The Army National Guard enlisted 55.6 percent Category I to IliA

which is below the 67 percent quality goal.'0 See Table 2, Army National Guard

Quality Goal History, for historical performance.

ARMY NATIONAL
GUARD QUALITY GOAL HISTORY

Fiscal Year 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96

HSDG 87.4% 89.4% 89.3% 65.5% 83.2% 85.4% 84.5% 81.9% 82.3%

TSC I-III A 51.0% 52.5% 53.1% 48.5% 57.7% 60.1% 55.4% 54.1% 55.6%

TSC IV 8.7% 9.6% 8.9% 8.0% 2.8% 2.0% 2.2% 2.2% 1.7%

Table 2 "

There are significant differences between the Active Component (AC) and

Army National Guard. The task of recruiting for the Active Component and the

Army National Guard are superficially the same. This task is not easy, it involves

an understanding of the supply and demand of the available population, the

economic environment and the use of available resources and manpower.

Additionally, each component of the Army is in competition for the same quality

individual. There are however, some differences between the Active Component

and the Army National Guard that significantly influence the recruiting

environment.

The Army has the mission to maintain an end strength of 495,000 soldiers. To

accomplish this they are required to recruit on average approximately 89,000

'0 Colonel Thomas Taylor, Chief, Recruiting and Retention Division, Personnel Directorate, Army

National Guard, personal interview on Strength Maintenance, Little Rock, AR, 11 March 1997.
"Mr. Gregory Wrice, Program Analyst, Personnel Policy Office, Personnel Directorate, Army National

Guard Bureau, personal interview on Enlistment Quality, Army National Guard Readiness Center,
Arlington, VA, 8 January 1997
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soldiers per year.12 This recruiting takes place nationwide to fill shortages in

varied Military Occupational Specialties (MOS) worldwide.

For example, an Active Component recruiter in Salem, Oregon can recruit an

individual with a MOS of 11 B for placement at Fort Stewart, Georgia. This

nationwide recruiting and placement increases the ability of the Active

Component to fill available slots and achieve maximum efficiency of the

recruiter's efforts. It also allows the Active Component to be more selective in

screening applicants to meet quality goals.

The Army National Guard FY97 end strength objective is to achieve and

maintain a selected reserve strength of 367,000 comprised of 325,118 enlisted

and 41,845 commissioned officers/warrant officers. To attain this goal, enlisted

accessions are programmed at 59,262; officer accessions at 4,163 and enlisted

losses no greater than 62,528 or 18 percent of its force.13

Army National Guard recruiting takes place at the state and local level to fill

shortages in a narrow range of MOSs for units that reside in those geographical

areas. For example, a recruiter in Macon, Georgia recruits individuals with MOSs

to fill unit vacancies in the 48th Brigade, Georgia Army National Guard, a

significantly narrower range of enlistment alternatives than those offered by the

Active Component. The market of available resources (18 to 24 year old

applicants) is limited by geographic proximity to the units. A lack of potential

12 HQDA Memorandum, DAPE-MP, SUBJECT: FY97 Active Army Enlisted Accession Mission, dtd 3

April 1997
"13 Colonel Ronald J. Tipa, Deputy Director, Personnel and Manpower, Army National Guard, personal

interview on Enlistment Missions for the ARNG, Army National Guard Readiness Center, Arlington, VA,
19 December 1996.
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applicants in one area cannot necessarily be made up by penetrating another

geographical market. Army National Guard recruiting is more affected by the

local demographics than Active Component recruiting.

OBJECTIVE

Considerable research has been conducted over the past several years by the

Active Component in an attempt to optimize the accession quality mix of NPS

recruits. While this research has been scholarly and of considerable value to

manpower planners, it is apparent that the research has focused on meeting the

needs of the Active Component.

The objective of this paper is to determine how "professionally capable"

existing Test Category IV soldiers are when compared to soldiers in other test

categories. The soldiers, considered in this study enlisted in fiscal years 1988

through 1996. What we presently know about Test Category IV NPS accessions

(in the Army National Guard) is that they test lower than their counterparts. The

Army National Guard has not collected data that compares Test Category to

soldier skills and performance. This study has collected such data and presents

an analysis and subsequent recommendations.

Does the relative value of the Test Category IV soldier warrant increasing the

two percent recruiting Quality Goal? Although the Army National Guard has

historically met the two percent restriction of Test Category IV NPS accessions,

some within the Army National Guard have suggested increasing the cap to

8



allow more Test Category IV enlistments. This study is a means to identify the

relative value of a Test Category IV soldier with in the Army National Guard.

DATA AND RESEARCH DESIGN

For the purpose of analysis and comparison of data, this paper will review nine

cohort years of general accession data. A cohort year for purposes of this paper

is defined as the group of NPS accessions during a fiscal year. These cohort

years are 1988 through 1996. The analysis will review Test Category I soldiers

through Test Category IV soldiers for each cohort year. The general analysis of

each cohort year will provide benchmarks of retention and promotion for each

year, and will establish trends in each area and each Test Category group. The

data provided for this review and analysis was provided by General Research

Corporation, Incorporated (GRCI).

GRCI is the sole contractor providing operations, maintenance and

management of Reserve Component manpower systems for Headquarters,

Department of the Army Decision Support System. The information used in this

study was derived from the National Guard Quality Data Base whose purpose is

to track and identify the quality of the Army National Guard Force. Comparison

of this data will be made on two specific levels; promotion and retention.

The environment for promotion in the Army National Guard is governed by

the Select, Train, Promote and Assign (STPA) methodology. The Army National

Guard has revised its promotion system using this methodology to adapt to

9



dwindling funds, decreasing number of training seats and the downsizing of the

institutional training base. The revised promotion system considers all eligible

soldiers with in the same rank and MOS on a Statewide basis. The promotion

process is standardized and centralized across the (each) State. As with all new

systems there are positive and negative effects.

Positive effects of the STPA methodology are: the best qualified soldiers are

ranked based on a standard set of criteria and qualifications and all soldiers are

treated and scored equally based on one standard per pay grade across each

State. Negative effects include: administrative requirement demands are

focused in one short period each year and commanders and senior NCOs feel a

loss of control and input to the selection of soldiers throughout their command.

How does this program effect a Test Category IV soldier? A portion of the

methodology for promotion is the completion of a 750 point form by the

command. The form awards points for education in civilian, military and

correspondence courses. It is only speculative that Test Category IV soldiers

naturally experience a lower score on this form because of lack of formal

education. In an interview with Sergeant Major Robert MacNamara, Chief,

Enlisted Policy Branch, Personnel Directorate, Army National Guard, he stated

"Civilian education and correspondence courses have nothing to do with initial

entrance test categories. The major discriminator in these areas is motivation,

dedication and desire. The Military Education and Training Evaluation

Consultation (METEC) administered by the State's Education's Service Officer

enables any soldier to start college. With tuition assistance and the Montgomery

10



GI Bill, all soldiers can improve their education. Enrollment in military

correspondence subcourses takes only the time and the effort; everyone who

joins has the basic aptitude to complete the courses designated for their MOS."

In an assessment of the retention environment, the General Accounting

Office (GAO) has found that: "Much of the turnover in Army National Guard units

is due to the unprogrammed losses of reservists who stop participating in training

before their enlistment terms are completed. Without previous military service, 4

out of 5 enlistees failed to complete their six year enlistments." Evidently some

losses cannot be prevented, for example, medical discharges and transfers to

other units, but other losses can be directly influenced by leadership and

management of soldiers. 14

In FY96 the Army National Guard attrition rate was 18.3 percent. In FY97 the

Army National Guard is holding an annualized 16 percent attrition rate.

This is the best attrition rate achieved by the Army National Guard since 1991,

when the Army National Guard instituted Stop/Loss for Desert Storm/Desert

Shield. '5

The significant increase in retention can be directly attributed to two factors:

Command/Leadership participation and the advent of the Strength Maintenance

Concept established by the Recruiting and Retention Division, Personnel and

Manpower Directorate, Army National Guard. This concept introduces a sale

14 Elizabeth A. McIntosh, Retention Needs Attention, (Department of Defense, Executive Leadership
Development Program, May 1994) 6.
15 Mr. Larry Lutz, Chief, Personnel Policy, Personnel Directorate, Army National Guard, personal
interview on Retention, Army National Guard Readiness Center, Arlington, VA, 16 January 1997
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(recruitment) to service (retention) methodology which allows for follow up of an

accession to measure satisfaction, performance and progression within a unit. It

has successfully reduced attrition in FY96 by four percentage points from FY95,

equating to a raw number of 12,680 soldiers retained. 16

This paper will compare retention statistics of all test categories to establish a

trend for attrition that spans initial test categories of soldiers enlisted from 1988

to 1996. In addition to the statistical data provided by the General Research

Corporation, a field survey was developed and implemented to gather a

commander's evaluation of soldier performance in all test score categories

(Appendix A, Survey form). This survey was conducted from February to March

1997 and polled 109 units in 39 states within the Army National Guard (Appendix

B, List of Units Surveyed). The units were selected from small, medium and large

States based on the allowable end strength of the State

(Appendix C, Calculation of State End Strength). Ninety-five of the surveyed

units responded, representing an 87 percent response rate.

Individual soldiers were randomly selected based on enlistment Test

Category and enlistment year. Each unit selected had at least one soldier in

each test category enlisting in the same cohort year. The surveys evaluated the

soldiers on a scale from 5 (best) to 1 (worst) in eleven categories. The

categories were: Drill Attendance, Tactical Proficiency, Technical Proficiency,

Duty MOS Qualification, Physical Condition, Military Appearance, Teamwork,

Reading Skills, "Can-do" Attitude, Disciplinary Problems, and Marksmanship. It

16 Taylor, 11 March 1997
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also asked unit commanders to list the Soldier's duty MOS. Based on survey

response, 475 individuals currently in the unit were evaluated by their

commanders. These individuals, with an array of 71 MOSs, were principally in

the career management fields of Mechanical Maintenance, Infantry, Supply and

Service and Combat Engineering. See Appendix D, Survey Demographics.

As a control measure and to protect the privacy of soldiers, commanders

were not told in which Test Category their soldiers scored. This information was

a control measure known only to GRCI. The survey was sent to the specific unit

commands under the auspices of retention.

13



THE RESULTS

Retention Analysis:

Retention analysis was based on cohort year losses presented in tabular form

at Appendix E. Annual attrition percentages by Test Category were computed by

dividing annual losses by the cohort beginning strength. Cumulative attrition

percentage was computed by adding annual attrition percentages for the six

years following cohort accession (first term of enlistment). Analysis for a full

enlistment term was performed for the 88, 89, 90 cohorts. remaining cohorts (91,

92, 93, 94, 95, and 96) have not yet reached the end of their first term of

enlistment, but retention trends were analyzed based on data available.

First term retention (for 6 years) ranged from a high of 25.7 percent (89

Cohort, Test Category IIIB) to a low of 15.9 percent (88 Cohort, Test Category

IIIB and 90 Cohort, Test Category IIIB). For the remainder of the cohorts, having

not reached the end of their first term of enlistment, retention ranged from a high

of 95 percent (Cohort 96, Test Category II) to a low of 21.1 percent (Cohort 91,

Test Category Ill).

The relative retention standing of each Test Category was determined by rank

ordering cumulative attrition percentages. For the three cohorts that have

completed their first term of enlistment, Test Category IV has the highest

cumulative retention followed in order by, Test Category II, I, IIIB and lilA. For

the remaining cohorts, Test Category I has the highest cumulative retention

followed in order by Test Categories II, IV, IliA, and IIIB. When all cohorts (full

14



and partial enlistment periods) were compared, Test Category I had the highest

cumulative retention followed in order by Test Categories II, IV, lilA, and IIIB.

Retention Conclusion:

Across all cohort years, Test Category IV soldiers were retained at a rate

higher than Test Category lilA and IIIB, and slightly lower that Test Category I

and I1. The disparity between Test Category IV retention for a full term of

enlistment (first overall) and the rate of retention for partial terms (third overall)

was cause for examination of annual loss trends. The third year or enlistment

mid point was used as a benchmark for the six cohorts that met the criterion

(cohorts 88 through 93). At enlistment mid point Test Category I had the highest

cumulative retention rate followed in order by Test Category II, lilA, IV and IIIB.

By comparing the midpoint standing with the full enlistment standing a trend of

attrition could by discerned. As a class Test Category IV tends to shed its non-

performers early in the enlistment period an retains at a higher rate over the final

three years of the enlistment period. Given this trend, the relative standing of

Test Category IV as third overall will likely improve. From a retention perspective

Test Category IV soldiers appear to be a better investment than Test Category

IliA and IIIB soldiers and roughly comparable to Test Category II.

15



Promotion Analysis:

Are Test Category IV soldiers promoted at a rate comparable to those of other

test categories? This study is not able to determine the time of promotion from

available data, however, the current grades of cohort years is presented for

analysis. See Appendix F, Promotion Data.

FY88 Cohort

The majority of all Test Categories are in the grade of E-4 or above. Test

Category IV has the highest percentage of E-4s (61.83%) and Test Category I

has the lowest percentage of E-4s (21.65%). The average grade of Test

Categories II through IV is slightly over E-4. Test Category I soldiers' average

grade is E-5. Using the average grade E-4 as a benchmark, a higher percentage

of Test Category IIIB soldiers (8.36%) have not yet achieved the norm for their

cohort year.

FY 89 Cohort

The majority of all Test Categories are in the grade of E-4 or above. Test

Category IV has the highest percentage of E-4s (71.04%) and Test Category I

has the lowest percentage of E-4s (31.21%). The average grade of all Test

Categories is E-4. Using the average grade E-4 as a benchmark, a higher

percentage of Test Category IV soldiers (10.28%) have not yet achieved the

norm for their cohort year.

16



FY 90 Cohort

The majority of all Test Categories are in the grade of E-4 or above. Test

Category IV has the highest percentage of E-4s (77%) and Test Category I has

the lowest percentage of E-4s (46.22%). The average grade of all Test

Categories is E-4. Using the average grade E-4 as a benchmark, a higher

percentage of Test Category IIIB soldiers (11.20%) have not yet achieved the

norm for their cohort year.

FY 91 Cohort

The majority of all Test Categories are in the grade of E-4 or above. Test

Category IV has the highest percentage of E-4s (78.85%) and Test Category I

has the lowest percentage of E-4s (61.54%). The average grade of Test

Categories I, II, IliA is E-4 with Test Categories IIIB and IV slightly lower (3.88

and 3.9 respectively). Using the average grade E-4 as a benchmark, a higher

percentage of Test Category IIIB soldiers (17.97%) have not yet achieved the

norm for their cohort year.

FY 92 Cohort

The majority of all Test Categories are in the grade of E-4 or above. Test

Category IV has the highest percentage of E-4s (78.78%) and Test Category I

has the lowest percentage of E-4s (66.30%). The average grade of Test

Categories I and II is E-4 with Test Categories lilA, IIIB and IV slightly lower

(3.95, 3.81 and 3.86 respectively). Using the average grade E-4 as a
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benchmark, a higher percentage of Test Category IIIB soldiers (18.71%) have not

yet achieved the norm for their cohort year.

FY 93 Cohort

The majority of all Test Categories are in the grade of E-4 or above. Test

Category IV has the highest percentage of E-4s (79.56%) and Test Category IIIB

has the lowest percentage of E-4s (71.68%). The average grade of Test

Category I is E-4, with Test Categories II, lilA, IIIB and IV slightly lower (3.91,

3.79, 3.69, and 3.79 respectively). Using the average grade E-4 as a

benchmark, a higher percentage of Test Category IIIB soldiers (27.5%) have not

yet achieved the norm for their cohort year.

FY 94 Cohort

The majority of all Test Categories are in the grade of E-4 or above. Test

Category IV has the highest percentage of E-4s (72.38%) and Test Category IIIB

has the lowest percentage of E-4s (55.37%). The average grade of all Test

Categories is slightly lower than E-4. Using the average grade E-4 as a

benchmark, a higher percentage of Test Category IIIB soldiers (44.05%) have not

yet achieved the norm for their cohort year.
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FY 95 Cohort

The majority of all Test Categories are in the grade of E-3 or above. Test

Category IV has the highest percentage of E-3s (70.06%) and Test Category I

has the lowest percentage (46.74%). The average grade of Test Categories I

and Il is E-3, with Test Categories lilA, IIIB and IV slightly lower (2.89, 2.82 and

2.95, respectively). Using the average grade E-3 as a benchmark, a higher

percentage of Test Category IIIB soldiers (24.75%) have not yet achieved the

norm for their cohort year.

FY 96 Cohort

The majority of all Test Categories are in the grade of E-2 or above. Test

Category II has the highest percentage of E-2s (28.05%) and Test Category I has

the lowest percentage (24.69%). The average grade of Test Category I is E-2,

with Test Categories II, IliA, IIIB and IV slightly lower (1.88, 1.62, 1.55 and 1.52

respectively). Using the average grade E-2 as a benchmark, a higher

percentage of Test Category IV soldiers have not yet achieved the norm for their

cohort year.

Promotion Conclusion:

It appears that Test Category IV soldiers as a class, are not promoted at

significantly lower rates than other soldiers in their cohort year (up to grade of
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E-4). In seven of the nine cohort years, (88, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94 and 95), Test

Category 111B soldiers failed to achieve the benchmark grade. Additionally, for

those same years, Test Category IIIB had the highest percentage of soldiers in

the lowest grades (E-1/E-2).

The data presented in the FY 96 cohort year may be skewed by the "newness"

of those soldiers and their involvement in initial and advanced training. The data

does illustrate the promotion "advantage" of Test Category I soldiers to the

grades of E-3 and E-4 in their initial year of service. By comparing cohort year

96 with 95 and 94, it appears that their initial advantage is lost after the third year

of enlistment as the majority of other test categories reach the grade of E-4.

Throughout cohort years 88-91, the percentage of soldiers in the grades of

E-5 and E-6 are very pronounced between test categories. That difference is

less pronounced in subsequent cohort years. FY 88 Cohort Year is an example

of this promotion rate with 28.87% of Test Category I soldiers having reached the

grades of E-6 while only 3.05% of Test Category IV soldiers achieving the same

rank. One may surmise that Test Category IV soldier promotion potential is

somewhat diminished in their eighth year of service as the majority of their cohort

year achieves the rank of E-5 or E-6. These Test Category IV soldiers may now

become a retention "challenge" for their third enlistment term as they realize that

their colleagues have "passed them by" and filled the available leadership

positions.
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Field Survey Analysis:

Tabular data and analysis of Field Survey follows. The format for each of the

eleven areas will be the same. A figure will depict the relationship of evaluated

area to Test Category, followed by a narrative analysis. The last figure per area

will depict the below average test category percentages. Tabular data for the

analysis is at Appendix G.
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Drill Attendance

DRILL ATTENDANCE
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Figure 1

Test Category lilA soldiers had the highest percentile rating (6.82%) of "worst" in

drill attendance while Test Category IV soldiers had the lowest percentile (3.48%)

in that same rating area. Test Category lilA soldiers also had the highest

percentile rating (50%) of "best" in drill attendance while Test Category IIIB had

the lowest percentile (41.49%) in that same rating area. By using the "worst"

and "below average" rating areas as reverse indicators of quality, a lower

percentage of Test Category IV soldiers were rated in those areas by their

commanders than Test Categories lilA and 1III soldiers and only slightly worse
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than Test Category I and II soldiers (see Below Average Drill Performance Chart

at Figure 2).

BELOW AVERAGE DRILL ATTENDANCE
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-- 82 - Below Avg
•" 6.00% -. s
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M 2.00%-
0. 00 . ..

1 2 3A 3B 4

TENT CATEORY

Figure 2
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Tactical Proficiency.

TACTICAL PROFICIENCY
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Figure 3

Test Category IliA soldiers had the highest percentile rating (4.55%) of "worst" in

tactical proficiency while Test Category IV soldiers had the lowest percentile

(.87%) in that same rating area. Test Category I soldiers had the highest

percentile rating (18.18%) of "best" in tactical proficiency while Test Category IliA

had the lowest percentile (7.95%) in that same rating area. By using the "worst"

and "below average" rating areas as reverse indicators of quality, a lower

percentage of Test Category IV soldiers were rated in those areas by their

commanders than soldiers in the other Test Categories. (see Below Average

Tactical Proficiency Chart at Figure 4).

24



BELOW AVERAGE TACTICAL
PROFICIENCY

z 25.00%z
7-

0.
0.>.
i 5.00% :::i

w IE 2- Below Avg

N ci -Worst

TEST CATE3ORY

Figure 4
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Technical Proficiency.

TECHNICAL PROFICIENCY
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Figure 5

Test Category II soldiers had the highest percentile rating (5.56%) of "worst" in

technical proficiency while Test Category IV soldiers had the lowest percentile

(1.74%) in that same rating area. Test Category II soldiers also had the highest

percentile rating (23.33%) of "best" in technical proficiency while Test Category

IV had the lowest percentile (13.04%) in that same rating area, although the Test

Category IV performance was only slightly worse than that of Test Category IliA

(13.64%) and Test Category IIIB (14.89%). By using the "worst" and "below

average" rating areas as reverse indicators of quality, a lower percentage of Test

Category IV soldiers were rated in those areas by their commanders than Test

Category lilA and 3B soldiers and only slightly worse than Test Category I and II

(see Below Average Technical Proficiency Chart at Figure 6).
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BELOW AVERAGE TECHNICAL PROFICIENCY
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Figure 6
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MOS Qualification

MOS QUALIFICATION
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Figure 7

Test Category IliA soldiers had the highest percentile rating (7.95%) of "worst" in

MOS qualification while Test Category IV soldiers had the lowest percentile

(2.61%) in that same rating area. Test Category II soldiers also had the highest

percentile rating (33.33%) of "best" in MOS qualification while Test Category IliA

had the lowest percentile (20.45%) in that same rating area. By using the

"worst" and "below average" rating areas as reverse indicators of quality, a lower

percentage of Test Category IV soldiers were rated in those areas by their

commanders than soldiers in any other Test Category (see Below Average MOS

Qualification Chart at Figure 8).
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BELOW AVERAGE MOS QUALIFICATION
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Figure 8
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Physical Condition

PHYSICAL CONDITION
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Figure 9

Test Category IIIB soldiers had the highest percentile rating (5.38%) of "worst" in

physical condition while Test Category IV soldiers had the lowest percentile

(1.74%) in that same rating area. Test Category I soldiers also had the highest

percentile rating (22.09%) of "best" in physical condition while Test Category IIIB

had the lowest percentile (6.45%) in that same rating area. By using the "worst"

and "below average" rating areas as reverse indicators of quality, a lower

percentage of Test Category IV soldiers were rated in those areas by their

commanders than soldiers in Test Categories II, IliA and IIIB (see Below

Average Physical Condition Chart at Figure 10).
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Figure 10
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Military Appearance

MILITARY APPEARANCE
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Figure 11

Test Category lilA soldiers had the highest percentile rating (2.27%) of "worst" in

military appearance while Test Category IV soldiers had the astoundingly lowest

percentile (0%) in that same rating area. Test Category II soldiers also had the

highest percentile rating (30.00%) of "best" in military appearance while Test

Category IIIB had the lowest percentile (10.64%) in that same rating area. By

using the "worst" and "below average" rating areas as reverse indicators of

quality, a lower percentage of Test Category IV soldiers were rated in those

areas by their commanders than soldiers in the other Test Categories (see Below

Average Military Appearance Chart at Figure 12).
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Figure 12
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Teamwork
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Figure 13

Test Category I soldiers had the highest percentile rating (4.55%) of "worst" in

teamwork while Test Category IV soldiers had the lowest percentile (0.87%) in

that same rating area. Test Category II soldiers also had the highest percentile

rating (36.67%) of "best" in teamwork while Test Category IIIB had the lowest

percentile (15.96%) in that same rating area. By using the "worst" and "below

average" rating areas as reverse indicators of quality, a lower percentage of Test

Category IV soldiers were rated in those areas by their commanders than

soldiers in Test Categories IliA and IIIB and only slightly higher than Test

Categories I and II (see Below Average Teamwork Chart at Figure 14).
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Figure 14
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Reading Skill

READING SKILL
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Figure 15

Test Category II soldiers had the highest percentile rating (2.22%) of "worst" in

reading skill while Test Category I soldiers had the lowest percentile (0%) in that

same rating area. Test Category I soldiers had the highest percentile rating

(43.18%) of "best" in reading skill while Test Category IIIB had the lowest

percentile (14.89%) in that same rating area. By using the "worst" and "below

average" rating areas as reverse indicators of quality, Test Category I soldiers

were clearly rated superior, while a lower percentage of Test Category IV

soldiers were rated in those areas by their commanders than soldiers in Test

Category IIIB and only moderately higher than Test Category IliA (see Below

Average Reading Skill Chart at Figure 16).
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Figure 16
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"Can Do" Attitude

"CAN DO" ATTITUDE
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Figure 17

Test Category I soldiers had the highest percentile rating (4.55%) of "worst" in

"can do" attitude while Test Category IIIB soldiers had the lowest percentile

(1.06%) in that same rating area; Test Category IV was slightly higher (1.74%).

Test Category II soldiers had the highest percentile rating (40%) of "best" in "can

do" attitude while Test Category IIIB had the lowest percentile (18.09%) in that

same rating area. By using the "worst" and "below average" rating areas as

reverse indicators of quality, Test Category II soldiers were clearly rated superior,

while a lower percentage of Test Category IV soldiers were rated in those areas

by their commanders than soldiers in the remaining Test Categories (see Below

Average "Can Do" Attitude Chart at Figure 18).
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Discipline Problems
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Figure 19

Test Category lilA soldiers had the highest percentile rating (5.68%) of "worst" in

discipline problems while Test Category IV soldiers had the lowest percentile

(1.74%) in that same rating area. Test Category I soldiers had the highest

percentile rating (82.95%) of "best" in discipline problems while Test Category

IliA had the lowest percentile (72.73%) in that same rating area. By using the

"worst" and "average" rating areas as reverse indicators of quality, Test Category

I and II soldiers were rated slightly higher than Test Category IV, while a higher

percentage of Test Category IliA and IIIB soldiers were rated in those areas by

their commanders (see Discipline Problems: Average & Below Chart at Figure

20).
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DISCIPLINE PROBLEMS: AVERAGE & BELOW
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Marksmanship
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Figure 21

Test Category IIIB soldiers had the highest percentile rating (8.51%) of "failure" in

marksmanship while Test Category IV soldiers had the lowest percentile (1.74%)

in that same rating area. Test Category I soldiers had the highest percentile

rating (18.18%) of "expert" in marksmanship while Test Category IIIB had the

lowest percentile (5.32%) in that same rating area. By using the "failure" rating

area as a reverse indicator of quality, Test Category IV soldiers were rated by

their commanders with the lowest percentage of failure than soldiers in the other

Test Categories (see Below Average Marksmanship Below Chart at Figure 22).
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Field Survey Conclusion:

Summary rating comparison for Test Category IV. As a group, Test Category

IV ratings by unit commanders were surprisingly competitive with the other test

categories. The best ratings came in the areas of tactical proficiency, MOS

qualification, military appearance and marksmanship. In these areas a higher

percentage of Test Category IV soldiers were rated as average, above average

and best (Marksman, Sharpshooter, Expert for marksmanship) than the other test

categories. The Test Category IV percentage in those ratings for physical

condition was second to only Test Category I. Among the test categories, Test

Category IV had the third highest total percentage in average, above average

and best ratings in drill attendance, technical proficiency, teamwork, "can do"

attitude and discipline problems. The Test Category IV soldiers' rating was fourth

in a single area, that being the area of reading skill. The most surprising result

was that Test Category IV soldiers as a group were NEVER fifth overall in any

rated area. The position of fifth overall fell in most instances to Test Category

IIIB (6 of 11 areas rated), and Test Category IliA (4 of 11 areas rated). The

position of fourth overall fell in most instances to Test Category IliA (6 of 11

areas rated), and Test Category IIIB (3 of 11 areas rated). If the survey and

commanders' responses are accurate indicators of soldier "quality", Test

Category IVs are roughly comparable to Test Category IUs. Only the reading

skills survey area provided information that supported the notion that Test

Category IV soldiers are less capable than soldiers in the other Test Categories.

Given that reading skills are essential to the testing regime, Test Category IVs
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may be poor test takers principally because of poor reading skills. The data also

suggests that Test Category lVs may have other aptitudes or motivations that can

be translated into valuable military attributes, for example tactical proficiency and

MOS qualification, appearance and marksmanship. See Test Category Relative

Ranking Chart at Figure 23 below.
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After comparing the relative ranking of test categories, it appears that the overall

quality ranking follows the order: Test Categories I, IV, II, lilA, and IIIB.

CONCLUSION

Retention: Across all cohort years, Test Category IV soldiers were retained

at a rate higher than Test Category lilA and IIIB, and slightly lower that Test

Category I and I1. From a retention perspective, Test Category IV soldiers

appear to be a better investment than Test Category IliA and IIIB soldiers and

roughly comparable to Test Category I1.

Promotion: Test Category IV soldiers are not promoted at a significantly

lower rate than any other soldier in their cohort year (up to the grade of E-4).

Data does suggest that Test Category IV soldiers' promotion potential somewhat

diminishes in their eighth year of service, as the majority of their cohort year

achieves the rank of E-5 or E-6.

Field Survey: As a group, Test Category IV soldiers are as competitive as

other Test Category soldiers. The field survey data indicates Test Category IV

soldiers rank best (overall) in the areas of: Tactical Proficiency, MOS

Qualification, Marksmanship and Military Appearance. This standing is

significant because two of these areas (MOS Qualification and Marksmanship)

have objective standards that are used Army-wide. Tactical Proficiency and
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Military Appearance are areas influenced by the rating Commanders' subjective

standards. In the above areas a higher percentage Test Category IV soldiers

were rated as average, above average and best than any other Test Category.

Only in the area of Reading Skills did Test Category IV soldiers prove less

capable than any other Test Category. The most surprising result was that Test

Category IV soldiers were NEVER rated fifth overall (behind all other Test

Categories) in any rated area.

When comparing Test Category IV soldiers to the other Test Categories it is

clearly evident that Test Category IV soldiers perform better than most in the

areas of retention, promotion and military performance. According to this study,

the general ranking of all Test Categories is I, II, IV, IliA and IIIB.

On average Test Category III A and B attrition rates are higher than any other

Test Category. As a group Test Category III A and B's are promoted consistently

with other soldiers in their cohort year. The surprising results were tabulated

from the Field Survey, where data analysis clearly reveals Test Category III

soldiers' military performance is below that of the other Test Categories.

There are currently, no recruiting restrictions on Test Category lilA and B

soldiers, to include enlistment bonuses. All Test Category III soldiers are eligible

for enlistment bonuses depending on their enlistment MOS. Test Category IliA

soldiers are eligible for the Student Loan Program at the time of enlistment,

whereas Test Category IIIB soldiers are not eligible for the same program. There

is a recruiting restriction on enlistments of Test Category IV soldiers (less than 2

47



percent of NPS accessions). Test Category IV soldiers are not eligible for

enlistment bonuses or the Student Loan Program.

The Army National Guard must increases their chances of accessing good

soldiers who will be retained and satisfactorily perform throughout their first term

of enlistment. To do this the Army National Guard should consider increasing the

number of Test Category IV accessions by increasing the cap to the Department

of Defense goal of 4 percent. If further study indicates continued solid

performance of Test Category IV soldiers, they should be considered for

inclusion in all recruiting incentives and the cap for Test Category IV NPS

accessions should be increased to not more than 10 percent.
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APPENDIX A

SURVEY
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DATA REQUIRED BY THE PRIVACYACT OF 1974
AUTHORITY: Title 10 USC Sections 3012, 270, 4301
PRINCIPAL PURPOSE: Use by the National Guard Bureau to support the development of personnel policies and procedures to
improve the enlistment and retention of qualified soldiers within the component.
ROUTINE USES: To track and analyze retention survey responses in concert with related personnel SIDPERS-ARNG data.
DISCLOSURE: Disclosure of the Social Security Number is voluntary however, failure to disclose the SSN may result in the
inability of the survey instrument to be correctly interpreted and adversely impact on the development of future NGB personnel
policies and procedures.

SURVEY INSTRUCTIONS

A. The enclosed survey will be completed by the Company Commander. In cases where the commander

cannot evaluate a particular area he/she may ask for input from the supervisor.

B. If a soldier has been discharged or transferred from the unit, indicate the specific reason for the discharge or

transfer action.

C. A score of 5 ranks the soldier in the top 10% of soldiers of similar grade and time in service. A score of 1

indicates the soldier is among those requiring the most improvement, the bottom 10%.

D. CIRCLE ONLY ONE NUMBER PER QUESTION/FACTOR.

E. Survey completed by:

NAME (print):

RANK:

TELEPHONE NUMBER: Office: Home:

Signature / Date
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Retention Survey
For Official Use Only

Unit-

Name: Name:
SSN: Rank: SSN: Rank:

Currently Assigned To Unit? Currently Assigned To Unit?

I1. Yes 1 . Yes

2. Transferred Why: _2. Transferred Why-.

3. Separated Why:_ 3. Separated Why:.

Best Average Poor Best Average Poor

Drill Attendance 5 4 3 2 1 Drill Attendance 5 4 3 2 1

Tactical Proficiency 5 4 3 2 1 ! Tactical Proficiency 5 4 3 2 1

Technical Proficiency 5 4 3 2 1 'Technical Proficiency 5 4 3 2 1

Duty MOS Qualification 5 4 3 2 1 Duty MOS Qualification 5 4 3 2 1

Physical Condition 5 4 3 2 1 Physical Condition 5 4 3 2 1

Military Appearance 5 4 3 2 1 I Military Appearance 5 4 3 2 1

Team Work 5 4 3 2 1 Team Work 5 4 3 2 1

Reading Skills 5 4 3 2 1 Reading Skills 5 4 3 2 1

"Can Do" Attitude 5 4 3 2 1 "Can Do"Attitude 5 4 3 2 1

Never Some Often Never Some Often

Disciplinary Problems 5 3 1 i Disciplinary Problems 5 3 1

Ex SS MM Fail Ex SS MM Fail
Marksmanship 5 4 3 1 Marksmanship 5 4 3 1

Soldier's Duty MOS: Soldier's Duty MOS:

Name: Name:
SSN: Rank: I SSN: Rank:
Currently Assigned To Unit? Currently Assigned To Unit?

1. Yes 1. Yes

2. Transferred Why:_ _2. Transferred Why-_
3. Separated Why:_ 3. Separated Why:

Best Average Poor Best Average Poor

Drill Attendance 5 4 3 2 1 Dnll Attendance 5 4 3 2 1

Tactical Proficiency 5 4 3 2 1 Tactical Proficiency 5 4 3 2 1

Technical Proficiency 5 4 3 2 1 Technical Proficiency 5 4 3 2 1

Duty MOS Qualification 5 4 3 2 1 Duty MOS Qualification 5 4 3 2 1

Physical Condition 5 4 3 2 1 Physical Condition 5 4 3 2 1

Military Appearance 5 4 3 2 1 Military Appearance 5 4 3 2 1

Team Work 5 4 3 2 1 Team Work 5 4 3 2 1

Reading Skills 5 4 3 2 1 Reading Skills 5 4 3 2 1

"Can Do"Attitude 5 4 3 2 1 "Can Do" Attitude 5 4 3 2 1

Never Some Often Never Some Often
Disciplinary Problems 5 3 1 Disciplinary Problems 5 3 1

Ex SS MM Fail Ex SS MM Fail
Marksmanship 5 4 3 1 Marksmanship 5 4 3 1

Soldier's Duty MOS: Soldiers Duty MOS:

Information Protected By The Privacy Act Appears On This Document

Suspense Date: 10 March 1997
Return To: Colonel Jessica Wright

NGB-ARP-R, 111 South George Mason Drive, Arlington, VA 2204 FAX: 703-607-7185
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APPENDIX B

SURVEYED UNITS
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SURVEY Participants 06-Feb-97

State UPC and NAME Gain FY 1 2 3A 3B 4 Total

Large: California
WTSAAA HHC 40TH INF DIV 91 1 1 1 1 1 5
WV7UAA CO F 140TH AVIATION 91 1 1 1 1 1 5

Large. Indiana
WPPGAO CO A 113TH ENGINEER BN 95 1 1 1 1 2 6
WPPKAO CO A (MSE) 138TH SIGNAL B 92 1 1 1 1 1 5
WPPWC0 CO C 1ST BN 293D INFANTR 93 1 1 1 1 1 5

Large: Louisiana
WPQQTO HHC (-) 2/156 INF (M) 96 1 1 1 1 1 5
WQP3AO CO A (-DET 1) 205 ENGR BN 94 1 1 1 1 1 5
WQPTAA 3671 MAINT CO 95 1 1 1 1 1 5
WTQ3BO CO B 527 ENGR BN (CBT) (H 95 1 1 1 1 1 5

Large: New York
WTUZT0 HHC (-) 1-105TH INF 96 1 1 1 1 1 5
WYE1T0 HHC 3 BN 108 INF 96 1 1 1 1 1 5

Large: Pennsylvania
WPGRAO CO A, 1/109TH IN (MECH) 96 1 1 1 1 2 6
WPGWTO HHC 1/112TH MECH INF 96 1 1 1 1 1 5
WTU2C0 CO C, 2/112TH MECH INF 90 1 1 1 1 1 5

Large: South Carolina
WP08BO CO B 122 ENGR BN 92 1 1 1 1 1 5
WP2UAA HHB 151 FA BDE 91 1 1 1 1 1 5

Large : Texas
WV70AA CO F 149TH AVN 88 1 1 1 1 1 5
WVKYTO HHC 386TH ENGR BN 95 1 1 1 1 1 5

Medium: Arkansas
WP1YT0 HHC 875 ENGR BN 95 1 1 1 1 1 5
WP39BO BTRY B I BN 142 FA 92 1 1 1 1 1 5
WQNYAO CO A 39 SPT BN 96 1 1 1 1 1 5

Medium: Connecticut
W7TKAA AVCRAD (-DET 1) (1109) 92 1 1 1 1 1 5
WP1TA0 CO A 242 ENGR BN 91 1 1 1 3
WP1TA0 CO A 242 ENGR BN 96 1 1 1 1 1 5
WP1TB0 CO B 242 ENGR BN 91 1 1 1 1 1 5
WP1TC0 CO C 242 ENGR BN 93 1 1 1 1 1 5
WP5GCO CO C 1ST BN 102D INF 95 1 1 1 1 1 5
WQBCAA HSC (AMB) 118TH MED BN 94 1 1 1 1 1 5
WQCXAA 712TH MAINT CO HEM 95 1 1 1 1 1 5
WQLMAA 248 ENGR CO CONST SPT 93 1 1 1 1 1 5
WTDECO CO C 280 SIG BN 91 1 1 1 1 2 6

Medium: Georgia
WPDBCO CO C (-) 2ND BN 121ST IN 89 1 1 1 1 1 5
WYEDAA CO H 121ST IN 89 1 1 1 1 1 5

Medium: Hawaii
WPV3AA HHC, 29TH INF BDE (SEP) 96 1 1 1 1 2 6
WPV5TO HHC (-DET 1), 2D BN, 299TH I 94 2 2
WPV5TO HHC (-DET 1), 2D BN, 299TH 1 96 1 1 1 1 2 6
WQLVTO HHSB, 1ST BN, 487TH FA 95 1 1 1 1 3 7
WTUFAA CO C (MED LIFT), 193D AVIA 91 1 1 1 1 1 5
WYC7CO CO C (MED), 29TH SPT BN 96 1 1 1 1 1 5
WYC7TO HHC, 29TH SPT BN 96 1 1 1 1 1 5
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State UPC and NAME Gain FY 1 2 3A 3B 4 Total

Medium: Idaho
WTQ2B0 CO B(MAINT)(-DET 1) 145 SP 92 1 1 1 1 1 5
WTQ2TO HHC 145 SPT BN 95 1 1 1 1 1 5

Medium: Illinois
WP5XTO HHC, 1ST BN, 178TH INF 91 1 1 1 1 1 5
WPCSBO CO B, (MAINT) 634TH SPT (F 92 1 1 1 1 1 5
WPDQ91 DET 1,126TH MAINT CO 91 1 1 1 1 1 5
WPDV93 BTRY A, 3RD BN, 123RD FA 91 1 1 1 3
WPDV93 BTRY A, 3RD BN, 123RD FA 95 1 1 1 1 1 5
WPDV99 SVC BTRY, 3RD BN, 123RD F 96 1 1 1 1 2 6
WPL5AO BTRYA, 2ND BN, 123RD FA 96 1 1 1 1 1 5
WPMETO HHC, 1ST BN, 131ST INF 95 1 1 1 1 1 5
WQCBAA 3637TH MAINT CO 89 2 2
WQCBAA 3637TH MAINT CO 96 1 1 1 1 2 6
WQTGAA HHC 66TH BDE 34TH INF DIV 96 1 1 1 1 1 5
WQTLAA 135TH ENGR CO 96 1 1 1 1 2 6
WYDETO HHC, 1ST BN, 106TH AVN 96 1 1 1 1 1 5

Medium: Iowa
WPBAAO TRP A 1ST SQDN 113TH CAV 96 1 1 1 1 1 5
WPCRBO CO B (MAINT) 334TH SPT BN 94 1 1 1 1 1 5
WTHTAA 1034TH QM CO (SUPPLY) 95 1 2 3
WTHTAA 1034TH QM CO (SUPPLY) 96 1 1 1 1 1 5
WVH8AA 3657TH MAINT CO 96 1 1 1 1 1 5
WYQ9AA 194TH INF DET (LRS) 96 1 1 1 1 1 5

Medium: Kansas
WQVWA 714TH MAINT CO (-) 94 1 1 1 1 1 5
WXFDAA 226TH ENGR CO(-) 96 1 1 1 1 1 5

Medium: Kentucky
WV6GAO CO A 206TH EN BN 90 1 2 3
WV6GAO CO A 206TH EN BN 91 1 1 1 1 1 5
WV6GBO CO B 206TH EN BN 35TH ID( 93 1 1 1 1 1 5

Medium: Massachusetts
WPF5TO HHCISTBN104INF 89 1 1 1 1 1 5
WPFUTO HHC 1-182 IN BN (MECH) 88 1 1 1 3
WPFUTO HHC 1-182 IN BN (MECH) 90 1 1 1 1 1 5

Medium: Michigan
WPT7B0 CO B 3 BN 126 INF 96 1 1 1 1 1 5
WXDKAA 1071 MAINT CO (HVY EQUIP) 92 1 1 1 1 1 5

Medium: Minnesota
WPE8TO HHB 1-216TH ADA 96 1 1 1 1 1 5
WPUIB0 BTRY B 1-125TH FA 91 1 1 1 1 1 5
WPU3AO BTRYAl-151STFA 92 1 1 1 1 1 5
WPU8DO CO D 434TH MS BN 88 1 1 1 1 1 5
WPUMBO CO B 134 FS BN 95 1 1 1 1 1 5
WPUYBO CO B 1-194TH IN (M) 93 1 1 1 1 1 5
WPUYCO CO C 1-194TH IN (M) 96 1 1 1 1 2 6

Medium: Mississippi
WPKDTO HHB(-), 2D BN, 114TH FA 95 1 1 1 1 1 5
WTNBTO HHC, 106TH SPT BN 90 1 1 1 1 2 6
WTRCAA TRP A, 98TH CAV(-) 93 1 1 1 1 1 5

Medium: Missouri
WXALTO HSC (-DET 1) 203D ENGR BN 92 1 1 1 1 1 5

Medium: Nebraska
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State UPC and NAME Gain FY 1 2 3A 3B 4 Total

WV5TA0 CO A (AREA) 135TH SIG BN 91 1 1 1 1 1 5
Medium: New Jersey

WPE7AO COA1STBN114THINF 95 1 1 1 1 1 5
WPERAO CO A (S&S) 50TH SPT BN (M 92 1 1 1 1 1 5
WTV3A1 DET 1 253RD TRANS CO 92 1 1 1 1 1 5

Medium: New Mexico
WQC2AA 3631ST MAINT CO 88 1 1 1 1 1 5

Medium: North Dakota
WPIETO HHC 141ST ENGR CBT BN( 89 1 1 1 3
WP1ET0 HHC 141ST ENGR CBT BN( 93 1 1 1 1 1 5
WPIHA0 CO A(-) 164TH ENGR BN (ME 94 1 1 1 1 1 5
WPIHC0 CO C 164TH ENGR BN(CORP 93 1 1 1 1 1 5
WP8AAA 957TH ENGR CO(ASLT FLTB 92 1 1 1 1 2 6

Medium: Ohio
WXEYBO CO B 612 EN BN 94 1 1 1 1 1 5

Medium: Oklahoma
WPTLB0 CO B (MAINT) 700 SPT BN 94 1 1 1 1 1 5

Medium: Oregon
WPRLAO A/1-162 IN 96 1 1 1 1 1 5
WPRLTO HHC(-)/1-162 IN 91 1 1 1 1 1 5
WTCZTO HHC/1249 EN 92 1 1 1 1 1 5

Medium: Puerto Rico
WP9VAA 201ST EVAC HOSP 96 1 1 1 1 1 5

Medium: Rhode Island
WPRYAA 861 ENG CO CBT SPT EQ 96 1 1 1 1 4 8

Medium: Utah
WP18AO COA(-)1457ENBN(CBT) 89 1 1 1 1 1 5
WP18C1 DET1COC1457ENBN(CB 89 1 1 1 1 2 6
WP3ETO HHB 2 BN 222 FA 155SP 89 1 1 1 1 1 5
WP8GAA 116 EN CO (CSE) 89 1 1 1 1 1 5

Medium: Vermont
WPXFTO HHC 2 BN 172 AR 91 1 1 1 1 1 5

Medium : Virginia
WPIXA0 CO A 276TH ENGR BN 96 1 1 1 1 1 5
WP1XC0 CO C 276TH ENGR BN 96 1 1 1 1 1 5
WV6YBO CO B 229 ENGR BN 96 1 1 1 1 1 5
WXA3AO CO A 3D BN 116TH INF 91 1 1 1 3
WXA3A0 CO A 3D BN 116TH INF 92 1 1 1 1 1 5

Medium: Washington State
WPRJTO HHC 1ST BN 161ST INF 96 1 1 1 1 1 5

Medium: West Virginia
WP43AO BTRY A (-DET 1) 1/201ST FA 90 1 1 1 1 1 5
WQDBAA 3664TH MAINT CO 96 1 1 1 1 1 5

Medium : Wisconsin
WPLAAO BTRY A(-) 1ST BN 126TH FA 96 1 1 1 1 1 5
WPLEBO CO B 1ST BN 128TH INF 92 1 1 1 1 1 5
WPLEEO CO E 1ST BN 128TH INF 92 1 1 1 1 1 5
WPLET1 DET 1 HHC IST BN 128TH IN 96 1 1 1 1 1 5
WQSXA1 DET 1 229TH ENGR CO 94 1 1 1 1 1 5

Small: New Hampshire
WP20AA HHB 197TH FA BRIGADE 96 1 1 1 1 1 5

Totals 109 109 114 116 139 587
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APPENDIX C

CALCULATION OF STATE END STRENGTH
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stdev.txt

Based a state's Assigned strength

1 Std deviation: 4428
Median: 6823

Less than 2395 is Small State
2395-11251 is medium state
Greater than 11251 is a large state
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tbAssignedStrength

The following provides a report of ARNG strength and arrays them by size based on Standard Deviation

STATE STRENGTH % of Total STATE +1-1 STDEV
AK 2050 0.556% GQ -0.860889016 SMALL
AL 15979 4.337% VQ -0.817303918 SMALL
AR 8627 2.341% WY -0.668030605 SMALL
AZ 3955 1.073% NV -0.643189358 SMALL
CA 17972 4.878% DE -0.62331636 SMALL
CO 3458 0.939% NH -0.617218963 SMALL
CT 4082 1.108% DC -0.604346681 SMALL
DC 1752 0.476% AK -0.537049484 SMALL
DE 1668 0.453% ME -0.475623854 SMALL
FL 10458 2.838% RI -0.436329517 SMALL
GA 9200 2.497% MT -0.409229975 SMALL
GQ 616 0.167% HI -0.319123996 SMALL
HI 3015 0.818% ID -0.263569934 SMALL
IA 7180 1.949% NE -0.250020163 SMALL
ID 3261 0.885% VT -0.249794334 SMALL
IL 9984 2.710% SD -0.241890301 SMALL
IN 11923 - 3.236% WV -0.240309494 SMALL
KS 6164 1.673% ND -0.231727972 SMALL
KY 6486 1.760% CO -0.219081519 SMALL
LA 11504 3.122% NM -0.195595249 SMALL
MA 9523 2-585% AZ -0.106844247 SMALL
MD 6173 1.675% CT -0.078163898 SMALL
ME 2322 0.630% UT 0.142923202 MEDIUM
MI 9613 2.609% WA 0.339846544 MEDIUM

MN 8990 2.440% KS 0.392013163 MEDIUM
MO 7117 1.932% MD 0.394045628 MEDIUM
MS 10562 2.867% OR 0.43559826 MEDIUM
MT 2616 0.710% KY 0.464730268 MEDIUM
NC 10537 2.860% NJ 0.589839822 MEDIUM
ND 3402 0.923% MO 0.607228696 MEDIUM
NE 3321 0.901% IA 0.621455955 MEDIUM
NH 1695 0.460% WI 0.670009302 MEDIUM
NJ 7040 1.911% VA 0.670686791 MEDIUM
NM 3562 0.967% OK 0.682429926 MEDIUM
NV 1580 0.429% RQ 0.935133159 MEDIUM
NY 11628 3.156% AR 0.948231271 MEDIUM
OH 9599 2.605% MN 1.030207387 LARGE
OK 7450 2.022% GA 1.077631586 LARGE -

OR 6357 1.725% MA 1.150574521 LARGE
PA 16817 4.564% OH 1.167737565 LARGE
RI 2496 0.677% MI 1.170899178 LARGE

RQ 8569 2.326% IL 1.25468193 LARGE
SC 11298 3.066% FL 1.361725123 LARGE
SD 3357 0.911% NC 1.379565655 LARGE
TN 11579 3.143% MS 1.385211393 LARGE
"TX 17157 4.657% SC 1.55142192 LARGE
UT 5061 1.374% LA 1.597942801 LARGE
VA 7398 2.008% TN 1.614880015 LARGE
VQ 809 0.220% NY 1.625945661 LARGE
VT 3322 0.902% IN 1.69256537 LARGE

WA 5933 1.610% AL 2.608529904 LARGE
WI 7395 2.007% PA 2.797775042 LARGE
WV 3364 0.913% TX 2.874557079 LARGE
WY 1470 0.399% CA 3.058608138 LARGE

TOTAL 368,446

AVERAGE 6823
MEDIAN 6422
STD DEV 4428.119047
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APPENDIX D

SURVEY DEMOGRAPHICS
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Survey Counts

Number of Units Surveyed 109
Number of Units Responded 95

Number of Individuals Surveyed 587
Number of Individuals Responded 1 518
Number of Individuals Still In Unit 475
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MOS-TC Counts

Duty MOS 1 2 3A 3B 1 4 MOS Total 1 MOS Percentage
11B i 11 71 8 11! 17! 54 1 11.37%

12B 9 121 7 11 131 52 1 10.95%
88M 6 1 2: 91 9' 27 j 5.68%
63B 3 31 5ý 31 11i 25 I 5.26%
92A 5 2! 5 81 41 24 i 5.05%
13B 5 3' 4 6 1 5! 23 4.84%
92G 3 41 4: 31 91 23 1 4.84%
91B 6 31 5 3i 1i 18 I 3.79%
63W 2' 3 21 9i 16 3.37%
62E 1. 1! 4 2! 71 15 j 3.16%
lIC 3 41 2, 1 41 14 2.95%
92Y 2 41 3 5i 14 i 2.95%
71L 1; 41 3 21 3! 13 2.74%
31U 2 31 2. 51 1 12 2.53%

11H 1 1T 2 2! 2! 8 1.68%
19D 1. 31 11 21 8 1.68%
13E 2 3! 11 1 7 i 1.47%
63S I 2 21 1! 11 1I 7 1.47%
63H 2. 1' 1! 2! 6 1 1.26%
63T 1 13 3 T 1! 6 i 1.26%
12C 1. 1! 1 1! 11 5 1.05%
62B i 1 1' 2! 5 1.05%
IiM 1 1! 1 l 4 i 0.84%
31C 1 2 1! 4 1 0.84%

52D if 31 I 4 1 0.84%
77F I 1 1 1! F 4 1 0.84%
13C I 1 1 1 ! ' 3 0.63%
35E 1 2. 1i 3 0.63%
44E 1 l 1! 3 0.63%
51B 1 1 1! I 3 1 0.63%
62J 2 1 3 3 1 0.63%
63G 1 2 3 0.63%
63J __1_ 2! 3 0.63%
67U 1 1 "l 3 0.63%
75B • . 1 1! 1 .. 3 0.63%
_09R ___2 : .... _ _ 2 0.42%

13F i_1 11 2 0.42%
31 F_ 1 _ : I i _ 2 0.42%

!31P _ 1 1 i _ 2 1 0.42%
_31R __1 1 __i R 2 ! 0.42%

31V _ 1 1! _ _ 2 0.42%

35F 1 2 0.42%
35J _ _2_ _ _ I '_ 2 0.42%

43M . : 1 1i 2 ! 0.42%45K 1 1 !,_ 2 0.42%

511 R ___ 2 0.42%

54B 1l 1 1 2 0.42%
67T 1 1! _ 2 0.42%
77W 2 2 0.42%
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MOS-TC Counts

13A1 0.21%
31H _ _ _1__ _ _ 1H 0.21%
35N 1 0.21%
45T1 0.21%
51 1 0.21%
52C_1 1 0.21%
63Y 111 0.21%
64T_1_1 0.21%
67V_ 1_1 0.21%

68B 1 _ 1 0.21%
68G__ 11 1 0.21%
71__ _ __ _ _ 1 0.21%

71G I __ _ __ _ __ _I 1 0.21%

71 G

74C 1 ! _ _._ _ 1 0.21%

76J _ 1__ 1 0.21%
91A 1 10.21%
91 c 0 .21%
91Q 0 0.21%

91S 1 - 1 0.21%
92B _ I__ 1 0.21%
93P 1 1 0.21%96B 1 1 0.21%

TOTAL 88 90 88 94 115 475 100.00%
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CMF Demographics

CMF 1 j2 :3A 3B 4 ITotal Percentage
_____V 1 1 l i 31 0.64%

Administration I I5 3 i 34! 15' 3.19%
Aircraft Maintenance : 31 2' 1 2i 8i 1.70%
Armor i I 3' 1 1i 2! 8i 1.70%
Aviation Operations 1 -j ,] 1' 0.21%
Chemical ' 1l 1 I 2' 0.43%

Combat Engineering - 1013 8! 12ý 14i 57 12.13%
ElecMaint&Calibra 5 1 2! 81 1.70%
Field Artillery i8 7! 6' 61 61 331 7.02%
General Eng 51 3i 5 31 8! 24ý 5.11%
Infantry 11513i 12' 151241 791 16.81%
Mechanical Mnt 1 8115i 171 141291 83' 17.66%
Medical 71 5i 61 4 31 25! 5.32%
Military Intelligence 11 1 I 1 11 0.21%
Petroleum&Water i 1i 31 11 1 6j 1.28%
Record Info Oper . 1 i I _1i 0.21%
Signal Operations 1 61 51 6' 71 1 241 5.11%
Special Reporting 1 21 i 1 1 2[ 0.43%
Supply & Service 1101101! 12! 171141 631 13.40%
Transportation 6' 1! 2! 91 9! 27 5.74%

_, ______ 470! 100.00%
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APPENDIX E

LOSSES BY COHORT YEAR, TEST CATEGORY
AND CIVILIAN EDUCATION
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Drill Attendance

tc 1 - Worst 12 - BelowA3 - AveragE4 -Above/5 - Best 'Total
1 5 3 10, 27 43' 88
2 4 2 16 27 411 90

3A 6 4 18 16 44' 88
3B 6' 9 19: 21 39' 94
4 41 7 17T 31 56' 115
Total I " 475

TC 11- Worst Below AZ3 - Average- Above A% 5 - Best total
1 5.68% 3.41% 11.36% 30.68% 48.86% 100.00%
2 4.44% 2.22% 17.78% 30.00% 45.56% 100.00%

3A 1 6.82% T 4.55% 20.45% 18.18% 50.00% 100.00%
3B 1 6.38% 9.57% 20.21% 22.34% 41.49% 100.00%
4 3.48% 6.09% 14.78% 26.96% 48.70% 100.00%

'8 _

_ _ I _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

*I _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 1 _ _* L

_ _ _ _ ___ _ _____ _
_ _ _ _ I ___I _ _ _ _ _ _~ _

_ _ _ _ ~ _ _ __ _

_ _ _ _ __ _ __ _ __ _ _ _ 1 _
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Tactical Proficiency

tc 1 - Worst 2 - Below A3 - Averag( 4 - Above 5 - Best Total
1 _ _3 5. 30 34 16 88
2 41 4; 33 34! 15 90
3A__ 4; 8 43 26: 7 88
3B 1: 16! 43 24 10 94
4 1 7' 60 33- 14 115ý
Total 475

_c_ _ 1 - Worst 2 - Below P 3 - Averag(4 - Above /5 - Best Total
1 3.41%1 5.68%! 34.09%. 38.64%! 18.18% 100.00%
2 ' 4.44%! 4.44%1 36.67%' 37.78%: 16.67% 100.00%
3A 4.55%1 9.09% 48.86%. 29.55% 7.95% 100.00%
3B 1.06%1 17.02%' 45.74% 25.53%! 10.64% 100.00%
4 0.87%1 6.09% 52.17% 28.70%; 12.17% 100.00%

____ _8 _ _

p _ _ ' _ _ _ I. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

i _ _ _ I _ __ _ __ _ __

_ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ :__ _ _ _ _ _t _ _ _ _ _;__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

_ _ _ _ _ ___

_ _ _ _ F _ _ _ __ ___ __

I i ! : 86



Technical Proficiency

tc 1 - Worst 2 - Below Avg 3 - Average !4 - Above Avg 5 - Best Total
1 3 3 33, 29, 20 88
2 5 2 34F 28: 21' 90
3A 3 8 35i 30, 12 88
3B 2 11 44, 23' 14, 94
4 2 7 53! 38. 151 115
Total ' 475

TC 1 - Worst 2 - Below Avg 3 - Average 4 - Above Avg 5 - Best Total
1 3.41% 3.41% 37.50%' 32.95%' 2 2 .7 3 %ý ####
2 • 5.56% 2.22% 3 7 .7 8 %! 31.11% 23.33%!#

3A 3.41% 9.09% 39.77%1 34.09%: 13.64%##t
3B 2.13% 11.70% 46.81%! 24.47% 14.89% ####:
4 1.74% 6.09% 4 6 .0 9 %f 33.04% 13.04%; ####;

87 ]_______________________________ ,__ IIF___ ______

__________________________ ______________

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ I_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _

_ _ _ I _H__ _

___________________________ _______ L.......:..

t , !87



MOS Qualification

fTC 1 - Worst [2 - Below A 3 - Average 4 - Above / 5 - Best Total _

1 5 1 26 28 28 88 _

2 5 3 27 25 30 90
3A 7. 4 33 26 18 88,
3B 7 3 40 23 21 94
4 3 4 45 35 28 115 i

475.

TC 1 - Worst .2 - Below A 3 - Averagc 4 - Above /5 - Best Total _

1 5.68%; 1.14% 29.55% 31.82% 31.82% 100.00% _

2 5.56%: 3.33% 30.00% 27.78% 33.33% 100.00%
3A 7.95% 4.55% 37.50% 29.55% 20.45% 100.00% _

3B 7.45%: 3.19% 42.55% 24.47% 22.34% 100.00% I

4 2.61% 3.48% 39.13% 30.43% 24.35% 100.00%: _

_ _ i8i

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ __ _

-_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

I _ _ _ _ _ _

[ :88



Physical Condition

tc 1 - Worst 2 - Below Avg .3 - Average 4 - Above Avg 5 - Best TOTAL. _ ,
1 4 4 36 25 19 88 _

2_ 4 i 9 J 31 29 17 90
3A 4 13 34 29 8 88
3B: 5 8 41 34 6 94 _

4 2 12 42 43 16 115 _

Total 475

TC 1- Worstf2 - Below Avg:3 -Average 4 -Above Avg 5 -Best total I _

1 3.49% 4.65% 41.86% 27.91% 22.09% #
2 1 4.49% 10.11% 3371% 32.58% 19.10% :#::##., ___

3A 4.60% 14.94% 39.08% 33,33% 8.05% :#:::: __i

3B 5.38% 8.60% 44.09% 35.48% 6.45% ######: ±

4 1.74% 10.43% 36.52% 37.39% 13.91% :;:##:: ___

4 ____89

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _* t _
___________ _________ I ________________ __________________ _____

__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ I *i. I

i_____________i __ ____ -

I i _____________ _______

"_ _ 1 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _1;_______I_________ ,__________________ I _____ ____________ ______
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Military Appearance

TC 1 - Worst 2 - Below Avg '3 - Average 4 - Above Avg 5 - Best -Total
1 1 4: 281 30 25: 88
2 2, 5 291 27 27: 90
3A 21 7, 371 24 18 88
3B 1 i 6; 37t 40 10 94
4 5ý 391 50 21' 115

I_ _ _ _ _475

* I _ _ _ _ _ _ j

TC 1 - Worst 12 - Below Avgi 3 - Average 4 - Above Avg 5 - Best total
1 1.14% f 4.55% 31.82% 34.09% 28.41% •####
2 2.22% 5.56% 32.22% 30.00% 30. 00% : ####

3A 2.27% 7.95% 42.05% 27.27% :20.45%;####
3B 1.06% 1 6.38% 39.36% 42.55% 10.64% ::####
4 0.00% 4.35% 33.91% 1 43.48% 18.26% ####

____

*I

SI ! *

I9



Team Work

tc 1 - Worst - Below AQ3 - Average- Above AM 5 - Best total
1 4 1 20 39 24 88

2 2 3 24 28 33 90

3A 2 7 22 37 20 88

3B 1 5 32 41 15 94
4 1 6 36 43 29 115

f ~475.

TC I - Worst - Below A%3 - Average- Above AM 5 - Best total
1 4.55% 1.14% 22.73% 44.32% 27.27% 100.00%i

2 2.22% 3.33% 26.67% 31.11% 36.67% 100.00%.

3A 2.27% 7.95% 25.00% 42.05% 22.73% 100.00%:
3B 1.06% 5.32% 34.04% 43.62% 15.96% 100.00%!

4 0.87% 5.22% 31.30% 37.39% 25.22% 100.00%,

91

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _+ _ __ _ _ _ _

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ * _ _ _ i _ _ _ _ _

II
1

I , I

* [
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Reading Skill

tc 1 - Worst 2 - Below Avg 3 - Average 4 - Above Avg 5 - Best TOTAL
1 25 25 38 88
2 2' 26 34 28 90 _

3A 1 2 31 40 14 88
3B 1 4 40! 35 14 94
4 1 5 49 39 21 115 _

Total 475_

TC I - Worst! 2 - Below Avg 3 - AverageA4 - Above Avg 5 - Best total
1 0.00% 0.00% 28.41% 28.41% 43.18% :
2 2.22% 0.00% 28.89% 37.78% 31.11% ##:##:.

3A 1.14% 2.27% 35.23% 45.45% 15.91% ::
3B 1.06% 4.26% 42.55% 37.23% 14.89% #
4 0.87% 4.35% 42.61% 33.91% 18.26% :;;:

92_

-11

_ _ _ _ I _ _ _ _
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"Can Do" Attitude

tc 1 - Worst !2 - Below A 3 - Average 4 - Above 1 5 - Best TOTAL
:1 _41 4 18 33 29 88
2 2! 1 25: 26! 36 90
3A 31 8 22' 35ý 20 88
3B li 10 32 34 17 94
4 2 7 39 38 29 115

475

TC 1 - Worst F-Below Av3 - Average- Above A%, 5 - Best total
1 4.55% 0 4.55% 20.45% 37.50% 32.95% 100.00%
2 2.22% 1.11% 27.78% 28.89% 40.00% 100.00%

3A 3.41% 9.09% 25.00% 39.77% 22.73% 100.00%
3B 1.06% 10.64% 34.04% 36.17% 18.09% 100.00%
4 1.74% 6.09% 33.91% 33.04% 25.22% 100.00%

I9I

_ _ _ _ _ I ,__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

":• '93



Discipline Problems

TC 1 - Worst 3 - AveragE 5 - Best 'Total
1 4 11ý 73i 88
2 2' 14: 74' 90'
3A 5 19: 641 88-
38 4 23ý 671 94.
4 2' 22 911 115ý

__ 475

q_

TC 1 - Worst 3 - Average5 - Best ITotal
1 4.55% 12.50% 82.95% 100.00%

2 2.22% 15.56% 82.22% I100.00%
3A 5.68% 21.59% 72.73% L 100.00%

3B 4.26% 24.47% 71.28% 100.00%
4 1.74% 19.13% 79.13% 100.00%

9

4- -

-II
_ _ _ _ i _ _ _ _ ._

__ _ _ _I _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __.I
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Marksmanship

TC 1 - Fail ý3 - Marksman 4 - Sharp Shooter '5 - Expert Total
1 3 46 23, 16; 88

2 7 41 29' 13: 90
3A 7 53 22 6 88
3B 8 55 26 5- 94
4 2 62 36' 15; 115
Total 475

TC 1 - Fail 3 - Marksman 4 - Sharp Shooter 5 - Expert ;Total ,_
1 13.41% 52.27% 26.14%: 18.18%: ####. _

2 7.78% 45.56% 32.22%; 14.44%### ###,
3A 7.95% 60.23% 25.00% 6.82% ####
3B 8.51% 58.51% 27.66% 5.32% ####
4 1.74% 53.91% 31.30%' 13.04%'####

95I

I _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ Ij 1 1 i ___ _ :_ _ _ _

____ _______________ '____________ 1.i
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